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It will not prohibit such groups from

accepting corporate or labor funds;
It will not require such groups to cre-

ate a PAC or another separate entity;
It will not bar or require disclosure

of communications by print media, di-
rect mail, or other non-broadcast
media;

It will not require the invasive dis-
closure of all donors, and

Finally, it will not affect the ability
of any organization to urge grassroots
contacts with lawmakers on upcoming
votes.

The last point bears repeating. The
Snowe-Jeffords provisions do not stop
the ability of any organization to urge
their members and the public through
grassroots communications to contact
their lawmakers on upcoming issues or
votes. That is one of the biggest distor-
tions of the Snowe-Jeffords provisions.
Any organization can, and should be
able to, use their grassroots commu-
nications to urge citizens to contact
their lawmakers. Under the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions any organization still
can undertake this most important
task.

My colleagues may wonder what led
Senator SNOWE and I to work so hard
for the inclusion of these provisions in
the McCain-Feingold campaign finance
reform bill. Since the 1996 election
cycle we have both seen, and experi-
enced first hand, the explosion in the
amount of money spent on these so-
called issue ads. From the 135–150 mil-
lion dollars spent in 1996, spending on
these so-called issue ads has ballooned
to over 500 million dollars during the
last election cycle.

It is not the increase in the amount
spent on these so-called issue ads alone
that concerns us. Studies have shown
that in the final two months of an elec-
tion, 95 percent of television issue ads
mentioned a candidate, 94 percent
made a case for or against a candidate,
and finally 84 percent of these ads had
an attack component. Does anyone
think these statistics are just a coinci-
dence? An overwhelming majority of
the public recognizes this problem.
They see an ad identifying, 90 percent,
or showing a candidate, 83 percent, or
an ad being shown in the last few
weeks before an election, 66 percent, as
ads that are trying to influence their
vote for or against a particular can-
didate.

Some of my colleagues are of the
opinion that this increase in money
spent on sham issue ads is fine. They
believe that more money in the system
will better inform the electorate about
the candidates. Unfortunately, these
sham issue ads are corrupting our elec-
tion system and are not better inform-
ing the voters about the candidates.

The public can differentiate between
electioneering communications and
other types of communications done to
purely inform the public on an issue. A
recent study done by the Brigham
Young University Center for the Study
of Elections and Democracy shows this,
and the effect these ads are having on
the public.

As you can plainly see from this
chart, I have beside me the public
views electioneering communications
as trying to persuade them to vote
against a candidate. These ads—80 per-
cent—evoke as strong of a reaction in
the viewing public as the party adver-
tisements—81 percent—and are even
stronger than the candidate’s own
ads—67 percent. This chart also shows
that the public knows when it is view-
ing a pure issue ad as compared to the
other types of ads tested. Seventy per-
cent of the public recognizes that.

This next chart, chart No. 2, also
demonstrates how the public views
these ads, again showing what is the
real purpose behind these election-
eering communications. Here, like the
first chart, you can see that the public
is able to differentiate between ads run
to help or hurt a candidate versus a
pure issue ad meant to inform the pub-
lic. What is interesting, or frightening,
about this chart is that the election-
eering communications generate a
higher response from the viewing pub-
lic—86 percent—than even the can-
didate—82 percent—or party ads—84
percent.

My third chart shows the degree to
which the public felt an ad was in-
tended to influence their vote, with 1
being not at all and 7 being clearly in-
tended to influence their vote.

This chart again shows that the pub-
lic is able to differentiate between the
communications they receive. Like be-
fore, there is a stark difference in pub-
lic perception between those ads which
are seen as trying to influence a vote,
election issue ads, party ads, and can-
didate ads, versus those seen as por-
traying a purely informational pur-
pose, pure issue ads. The chart also
shows that the public views the intent
of these electioneering communica-
tions to be to influence their vote as
strongly as a party ad—6.3 to 6.3; about
even—and even more strongly—6.3 to
5.8—than the candidate’s own adver-
tisement. The chart also shows the
stark difference in the public’s mind
between the intent of electioneering
communications—6.3—and pure issue
ads—3.7.

While the public correctly perceives
that electioneering communications
are meant to influence their vote, the
public is confused about the origin of
these communications. As this chart
shows, chart No. 4, an overwhelming
majority—75 percent—of the public be-
lieve that these communications are
being paid for by the party or the can-
didate themselves. The voters deserve
to know who is trying to influence
their vote, and the Snowe-Jeffords pro-
visions will give them that informa-
tion.

My final chart, chart No. 5, shows
that the public craves the information
that the Snowe-Jeffords provisions
would provide them. Eighty percent of
the public believes that it is important
or very important that they know who
pays for or sponsors a political ad.

I ask our opponents, do they not be-
lieve that the public deserves to know

who is trying to influence their vote?
The public both wants and deserves
that information, and Senator SNOWE
and I provide it to them with our provi-
sions.

I think this is an incredibly impor-
tant part of the bill. I strongly urge all
of my patriots to study the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions to make sure they
fully understand that all we are requir-
ing is disclosure. We want to make sure
people know from where the informa-
tion to influence them is coming.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for as much time as I
may consume in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

THE ECONOMY OF OUR COUNTRY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
listened with some interest today to
some of the discussion on the floor of
the Senate, first about campaign fi-
nance reform, and then to Senator
Byrd, and others.

I come to the floor to talk about the
economic circumstances this country
finds itself in for the moment. I want
to visit about a number of issues that
relate to our economy.

Mr. President, I came across one of
my favorite books last evening while
going through a pile of old books that
had been stacked for some long while.
The book is written by a man named
Fulghum. Most people in this country
have read this book or seen the book.
It is entitled ‘‘All I Really Need to
Know I Learned in Kindergarten.’’ It is
a wonderful little book.

In ‘‘All I Really Need to Know I
Learned in Kindergarten,’’ he de-
scribes: ‘‘Put things back where you
got them.’’ ‘‘Don’t hurt others.’’ ‘‘Play
fair.’’ ‘‘Clean up your own mess.’’
‘‘Don’t hit people.’’ ‘‘Wash your
hands.’’ ‘‘Flush.’’

There is a whole list of things you
learned in kindergarten that represent
enduring truths throughout life.

I started thinking about this in the
context of the grappling that we do in
this country with our economy. We for-
get the most basic of things—almost
kindergarten-like lessons—about our
economy so very quickly.

Let me describe just a few of them.
We have been blessed, of course, with

a long period of economic expansion, a
period in which we have seen almost
unprecedented economic growth: new
jobs, better income, and more oppor-
tunity for most American families. The
stock market began to increase in
value and rolled to increasing new
heights. People felt good about the
stock market. They invested in the
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Dow Jones, in the Nasdaq, and would
see their net worth increase daily or
weekly or monthly.

We saw college dropouts who were
still fighting their acne problems, and
hadn’t yet learned to shave, making
million-dollar deals in technology com-
panies, and then selling them and
starting new technology companies. It
was a go-go economy with remarkable
and almost unimaginable new things
that were happening. We had higher
economic growth and lower inflation.

Of course, the one constant in all of
this was a Federal Reserve Board. The
Federal Reserve Board sat down behind
its thick doors, and in its concrete
building, and continued to ring its
hands and fret about inflation, despite
the fact that inflation was receding
rather than increasing.

So that is what kind of economy we
had. It has been quite an economy.

Then about 10 months ago, the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, and its chairman,
Alan Greenspan, decided they once
again would increase interest rates—
then 50 basis points—because our econ-
omy was growing too rapidly. They had
great fear that an economy that was
growing too much would produce infla-
tionary pressures.

What they did not understand—and
have not understood for some long
while—is the workers in this country
are more productive. Productivity was
on the march, on the increase. You can
have lower unemployment and higher
economic growth if you have higher
productivity.

But, nonetheless, 10 months ago, the
Federal Reserve Board took its last
step to increase interest rates because
they felt America was growing too fast.
It was the last, I believe, in six steps
over about a year to substantially in-
crease interest rates and slow down the
American economy.

At about the same time, we began
the see some energy problems in this
country—price spikes in natural gas,
propane, and home heating fuel. We
began to see the dislocation of energy
restructuring, especially electricity re-
structuring in California. And now we
see—in recent days—rolling blackouts
in the State of California. So we have
significant energy problems.

Part of that resulted from the eupho-
ria of having the price of oil drop to $10
a barrel, which resulted in very few
people deciding they wanted to look for
additional oil and natural gas, and the
drying up of new drilling rigs. There-
fore, because the price of oil dropped so
low, and we had so few new people
looking for oil and natural gas, we now
find a dislocation—increased demand
for natural gas especially and oil, and
reduced supply.

Now we have new exploration be-
cause oil went to well over $30 a barrel
at one point, and we have new people
looking for oil and natural gas. I sus-
pect 8 months, 12 months, 2 years from
now we will have new supplies on line,
and we will have some additional bal-
ance. But with a Federal Reserve Board

determined to slow down the economy
with high interest rates, and a signifi-
cant energy problem that has visited
this country and provided great injury,
and still does today for many Ameri-
cans who fought through a bitterly
cold first 2 months of the winter and
discovered their natural gas prices to
heat their homes had been jacked up,
in some cases double and triple, it has
been a tough time.

At the same time, the bubble began
to burst on the stock market. The
Nasdaq began falling. The Dow began
falling. The economy began to slow
down. We had, and still have, a form of
liquidity crisis. We have good busi-
nesses that are building out to try to
provide competition in communica-
tions and other areas that can’t find
the kind of capital they need to con-
tinue doing that business. This serious
liquidity crisis accompanies the slow-
down and the bursted bubble on the
stock market.

At the same time we have a trade
deficit that is growing very dramati-
cally. This trade deficit is the highest
in history of anywhere on Earth. Per-
sonal debt continues to go up in this
country. As I indicated, economic
growth is slowing.

Amidst all of this, we have, it seems
to me, probably just forgotten some of
the fundamentals. Going back to ‘‘All I
Really Need To Know I Learned In Kin-
dergarten,’’ some of the fundamentals
we should never have forgotten. Mr.
Greenspan should never have forgotten
that increased productivity allows less
unemployment. Increased productivity
allows higher growth. Don’t be afraid
of the American workers being more
productive and earning more money
and being employed at a higher rate if
their productivity is up. All we really
need to know, we should have learned
in the primer course on that subject.
Yet the Federal Reserve Board consist-
ently has insisted that is an equation
that doesn’t work. They have forgotten
the fundamentals.

In our market for securities and in-
vestors, we have forgotten the fun-
damentals. This is not the first time.
You can go back to bubbles of specula-
tion throughout history. One of the
most interesting ones for me was to
read about the bubble of speculation in
‘‘Tulipmania’’ four or five centuries
ago in which there was a time when
they paid $25,000 for a tulip bulb be-
cause tulip bulbs became the subject of
massive speculation. We have had a lot
of speculation bubbles in recent cen-
turies. This was just the last.

Is it surprising that it doesn’t work
out when you purchase stock that is
selling for 200 times its earnings or
when you purchase the stock at a wild-
ly inflated price of a company that has
never made a profit and doesn’t look as
if it is going to make a profit? Is it sur-
prising that that doesn’t work out at
some point? I don’t think so. Yet many
of us, probably all of us, temporarily
forgot those lessons when the Nasdaq
and the markets continued to go up
and up.

Will Rogers once said his dad gave
him some advice. He said his daddy
said that he should buy stock, then
hold it until it goes up, and then sell it.
And if it doesn’t go up, don’t buy it. At
least that is what he said his dad said.
He said that doesn’t work out so well.

The lesson from all of this that we
probably should have learned long ago
is that some of these prices were never
justifiable; that is, with respect to the
market.

What about energy? Perhaps we
should understand with respect to this
energy crisis that it is not enough just
to applaud when the price of a barrel of
oil goes to $10 because there will be a
consequence later. It is not enough
when you find yourself short of energy
to just go find new energy because that
is only part of the solution.

Opening up ANWR, as some of my
colleagues suggest we should do, and as
I oppose, is not a substitute for an en-
ergy policy. I don’t believe we ought to
open ANWR. But some say: Let’s just
address this energy policy by simply
finding new supplies. Well, let’s find
new supplies. Let’s incentivize the find-
ing of new supplies of oil and natural
gas, and let’s use clean coal technology
to produce our coal in an environ-
mentally friendly way.

Let’s also do other things. Let’s un-
derstand that conservation is very im-
portant. If you are sitting in a 6,000
pound gas hog and complaining about
the price of gas, we have to be con-
cerned about the issue of conservation
in this country as well. We need to
produce new energy. We need to con-
serve more, both with appliances and
vehicles and other ways. Additionally,
we need to incentivize new sources of
renewable energy: wind energy, bio-
mass, ethanol, and more. I know the oil
industry doesn’t like it, but that is pre-
cisely why I do. When the oil industry
believes it is in its self-interest to im-
pede the development of other sources
of energy, I say that is exactly why we
ought to develop other sources of en-
ergy. Yes, we need the oil industry. We
need natural gas. But we also ought to
develop wind power. The new genera-
tion of wind turbines are very effective
and efficient. Wind, biomass, ethanol,
all can contribute to this country’s en-
ergy supply, and we ought to under-
stand that.

Again, all we need to do is to make
sensible decisions. The sensible deci-
sion is not to just rely on additional
production. That won’t solve America’s
energy problem. We introduced a piece
of legislation yesterday—Senator
BINGAMAN, myself, and others on the
Energy Committee, along with my col-
league Senator DASCHLE, the Demo-
cratic leader—which is a comprehen-
sive energy policy. It moves us in the
right direction in a range of areas, one
that is thoughtful and will lead this
country out of the dilemma that cur-
rently exists with the imbalance be-
tween supply and demand for energy.
Our economy cannot survive, progress
and succeed the way we want it to un-
less we have assured supplies of energy.
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I talked about the stock market. I

talked about the economy. Energy is
also a very important element of these
issues. We have to respond to them,
and we have to deal with them.

At the same time we are confronting
the other issues, we are confronting
the challenge of international trade. I
mention the challenge of international
trade only because, while all of the
other elements of our fiscal policy
seemed to have improved dramatically
over the most recent 8 years, the one
area that continued to decline was
trade. By decline, I mean our trade def-
icit continued to grow year after year.
We have the highest deficit in human
history. It is not rocket science to fix
this. Again, all we really need to know
we learned in kindergarten. Everyone
needs to play fair. Our current mer-
chandise trade deficit is a huge prob-
lem at over $440 billion just this last
year. The problem is that when we
have trading partners, whether it is
Europe, China, Japan, Mexico, or Can-
ada, we say to them, we will open our
markets to you, but in exchange, you
must open your markets to us. We have
never had the nerve or the will to do
that.

Let me give some examples of what
we have done in trade. We just nego-
tiated a deal with China. We said to
China, after a long phase-in, we will
give you this deal. You have a huge
surplus with us or we have a huge def-
icit with you, and after a phase-in, we
will give you this deal. You have
roughly 1.2 billion people who are look-
ing for new products. However we nego-
tiated a deal that when we sell Amer-
ican vehicles to China, they can impose
a 25-percent tariff. But if the Chinese
sell automobiles to the United States,
we will impose a 2.5-percent tariff. In
other words, we will make a deal with
you. You can charge a tariff that is 10
times higher than the United States on
automobiles. That is with a country
with which we already have a huge def-
icit, an over $80 billion last year. I
scratch my head and look at that and
think, on whose side were our trade ne-
gotiators? They certainly weren’t for
America. At least, they forgot for
whom they were negotiating. That is
one example here are a few others.

The average agricultural tariff in the
United States is 12 percent. The global
average is 26 percent. The average tar-
iff in the European Union is 30 percent.
We have a long series of trade agree-
ments, and big disputes, with the Euro-
pean Union. How is it that our trade
negotiators let our European counter-
parts take advantage of our farmers?

The average Japanese tariff is 58 per-
cent. Every pound of T-bone steak that
goes to Tokyo has right now a nearly
40-percent tariff on it. That is after the
beef agreement with Japan—unforgiv-
able. Japan has a $70 billion trade sur-
plus with the United States but they
won’t cut a deal for our ranchers.

After our beef agreement, almost
every pound of beef going into Japan
has a huge tariff on it. Yet this country

seems to lack the will, the strength, or
the nerve to do much about it.

Every time we get involved in a trade
negotiation, we lose in a very short pe-
riod of time and agree to trade conces-
sions that continue to ratchet up the
trade deficit. I hear all my colleagues
say: These trade agreements are really
important so we can sell around the
world. Yes, they are important. Every
time we have a new trade agreement,
we have a higher trade deficit. Does
that add up?

We have a trade agreement with Mex-
ico. We had a surplus; we turned it into
a deficit. We have a trade agreement
with Canada. We had a deficit; we near-
ly doubled it. We have a trade agree-
ment with China. We didn’t have a vote
on that, but we just had a bilateral
agreement with China.

I will make a wager with my col-
leagues that in a year and a half, when
we evaluate our relationship with
China, our deficit will have increased
and we will be getting fewer agricul-
tural products into China. Incidentally,
after the trade agreement with China,
in December, a load of barley was
shipped to China from the U.S. and it is
still waiting to enter. China stopped
the shipment and apparently isn’t
going to let it get in. And China will
give no reason for it. It is reasonable to
ask: Who is looking after our interests?

You could put on a blindfold and lis-
ten and you could not tell the dif-
ference between George Bush, Bill Clin-
ton, George W. Bush, Ronald Reagan,
or Richard Nixon. It is all the same
mantra on trade: This country is ill
served by the trade agreements we
have had. I support expanded trade and
expanded opportunity for American
products abroad. That is not what is
happening in these trade agreements.

Now we come to a backdrop of an
economy with energy issues and issues
with respect to the market, trade, and
other things I have discussed, and we
have a new President who wants to cut
taxes. In his campaign for the Presi-
dency, when he was campaigning
against Mr. Forbes in the primaries, he
said he wanted to cut taxes by $1.3 tril-
lion over 10 years. That was nearly 2
years ago that he made that announce-
ment. That $1.3 trillion is scored by
those who know it all works out that
we will offer $2 trillion in real costs. So
we have a President who, a couple
years ago, said he wants a very large
tax cut, and that there are surpluses as
far as the eye can see. He and virtually
all others from all political parties say
they expect surpluses every year for
the next 10 years, so the American peo-
ple ought to receive some of those sur-
pluses back in the form of tax relief.

I agree. I think it is time for a tax
cut for a number of reasons. No. 1, I
think our economy is weaker than
most people believe. We are headed to-
ward some pretty troublesome cir-
cumstances. Our fiscal policy ought to
be stimulative. It is time for a tax cut
that will help stimulate this economy
and help provide additional economic
growth.

But I do not believe we ought to lock
in a tax cut for 10 years that is so large
that it could pose a danger of putting
us right back into very large, signifi-
cant budget deficits once again. It took
well over a decade to get out of that
problem. This country should not want
to be back in the same set of cir-
cumstances.

First of all, I don’t think anyone here
really believes that we know what is
going to happen 2 years, 5 years, or 10
years from now. Nobody believes that
we know there will be surpluses. We
have never had surpluses for 10 straight
years. We have never had those sur-
pluses. Nobody knows what is going to
happen 6 months from now in the econ-
omy. Yet we have people here who are
prepared to say we are going to lock in
a very large tax cut in a way that will
put us in jeopardy of going back into
Federal budget deficits 2 years, 5 years,
or 10 years from now. I don’t think that
is wise. We should only lock in a tax
cut for the first 2 years, and do the
right kind of tax cut so that it is fair
to everybody and in a way that stimu-
lates our economy.

The first 2-year phase—make that
portion of it permanent. Make the first
phase stimulative, and at the end of 2
years, if we still have surpluses and the
economic outlook is good, do a second
phase. That is a much more conserv-
ative and a much more thoughtful way
to address these issues.

I hope as we have these discussions in
the budget debate, and in the subse-
quent tax debate that will come fol-
lowing that, we will be able to think
through exactly what kind of projec-
tions we have for the future and ex-
actly what we think is going to happen
and, as a result of that, what kind of
tax cuts we should enact.

There are a number of priorities for
this country. Tax cuts are one at this
point, especially because, A, we have a
surplus and, B, we have an economy
that is weakening. There are other pri-
orities as well, one of which is to pay
down the Federal debt. If you run it up
in tough times, pay it down during bet-
ter times. To those who say we are
paying down the debt, I say when the
budget document gets here, we will go
to the page number I say and look at
gross debt. It is going to increase, not
decrease. Tell me why you think we are
paying it down. Gross debt will in-
crease, not decrease. That is why a sig-
nificant part of the surplus that exists,
in my judgment, should go to reducing
the Federal debt.

Second, there are other things for us
to do. Yes, a tax cut is a priority. So,
too, is paying down the Federal debt.
But there are other things we should
do. We need to improve our schools in
this country. That is something that is
important to our future. We need to
try to be helpful to senior citizens—to
all Americans, but especially senior
citizens—to pay the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. We ought to do that in the
Medicare program and in a way that is
affordable and effective.
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So those are the other needs and pri-

orities that we ought to consider. Fi-
nally, let me say that without dispar-
aging any of the economic thinkers, ei-
ther in the administration, or in Con-
gress, or the Federal Reserve Board, no
one knows what is happening in the fu-
ture. We are all united by that pro-
found lack of understanding. No one
knows what the future holds for this
economy. The most important element,
by far, for this economy is the con-
fidence of the American people. There
are some who think we are so sophisti-
cated that the control room on a ship
of state has all kinds of gauges and
knobs and dials and levers, and if you
just go down there and adjust them all
right, pull the right lever, adjust the
right knob, move the right gauge,
whether it is M–1B or tax cuts or
spending or any number of devices,
somehow the ship of state will sail for-
ward at maximum speed. That is not
the case at all. That has very little to
do with the speed at which this ship
moves forward.

What has everything to do with it is
the confidence of the American people.
This economy rests on the confidence
of the American people. If the people
aren’t confident, the economy is going
to contract and there isn’t anything
anybody can do much about it. People
make judgments about their future,
about buying a house, buying a car,
buying other things—making decisions
about their life that affect the econ-
omy. They make decisions based on
their view of what will happen in the
future. If they are optimistic, they de-
cide one thing. They may buy a new
home, a second car, or a vacation
home. They may make a decision to
buy new clothing. That confidence cre-
ates a wave of improvement in any
economy. That economy rests on a
mattress of consumer confidence, and
it always has.

When people are not confident about
the future, they delay decisions, post-
pone decisions, or simply decide they
will not make purchases. So they be-
have differently and they create a con-
traction in the economy. That is the
important thing for all of us to under-
stand. This is all about confidence,
about the American people’s perception
about the future and their confidence
in the future.

I want to talk for a few more mo-
ments about this tax cut. When we do
a tax cut, as I indicated, it ought to be
stimulative and fair. Let me talk about
this issue of ‘‘the top 1 percent’’ be-
cause there has been so much discus-
sion about that. I open my mail and
people write to me, and some support
this and some support that; it is all
over the mark. As some journalists
write, some of my colleagues call it
‘‘class warfare’’ and so on.

Let me describe the 1-percent issue.
The top 1 percent have done very well,
far better than anybody else in the
country. That is good for them. When
you add up the individual income taxes
and the payroll taxes paid by the

American individual taxpayers, it is
about a trillion dollars in individual
income taxes and about $650 billion in
payroll taxes. The top 1 percent bear
about 21 percent of that burden. Presi-
dent Bush, in his proposal, says he
would like to give the top 1 percent
about 43 percent of the proposed tax
cut. I think that is unfair. When I raise
that and somebody says that is class
warfare, I say it is not about class war-
fare; it is about class favoritism. Why
have a tax policy that plays favorites,
that says: you pay 21 percent of the
total taxes, but you ought to get 43
percent of the tax cut? That is about
class favoritism. What I say is, let’s
take care of the 99 percent first, look
at their burden; let’s look at what they
have done, and their struggles. Then
we should evaluate what kind of a fair
tax cut can be helpful to working fami-
lies, which can reflect their tax bur-
den—yes, including the payroll tax be-
cause three quarters of the American
people pay a higher payroll tax than
they do in income taxes. That is very
important to understand. That is
where we get these differences in num-
bers.

I hear people get on the floor and say
these are fuzzy numbers and you are
jockeying around these numbers. Look,
there is only one set of truths, only
one. We know what the tax burden is
the American people bear, and we know
what the proposals are to relieve that
burden—and there will be more, I am
sure. The proposals that say the pay-
roll taxes people pay don’t count are
proposals that shortchange working
families who pay a significant amount
of payroll taxes and are told when it
comes to handing part of the surplus
back to them, their tax burden didn’t
count.

That is not fair. It is not class war-
fare to describe that as unfair. It is
class favoritism to decide the top 1 per-
cent should get nearly double what
they would normally deserve if we had
a proportional tax cut related to their
tax burden.

I know there are differences in how
we see the economy that probably re-
late to our attitudes about this. There
are people in this Chamber who firmly
believe the economy works based on
this so-called trickle down theory.
That is the notion that there are some
people who run this country who know
about allocation of capital, and they
are the ones who make the country go;
they are the ones who run the big busi-
nesses and they hire the people, and if
you give them something to work with,
it all trickles down to the bottom, and
everybody is better off.

I had an old farmer write me a letter
some years ago. He said: I’ve been read-
ing about this trickle down stuff for 20
years, and I ain’t even damp yet.

The old trickle down does not always
trickle down.

Others believe there is a percolate-up
theory of economics: The engine works
best when everybody has a little some-
thing with which to work, when Amer-

ican families have something with
which to work. After all, you can have
the best business in the world, but if
nobody has the income to buy your
product, your business ‘‘ain’t’’ going to
do very well.

Hubert Humphrey used to talk about
the trickle down theory. It is an old
story everybody has heard, I am sure.
He said: It’s sort of like when you give
a horse some hay and hope later the
sparrows will have something to eat. It
is kind of a description of believing
that somehow everybody will get some-
thing ultimately.

As we look at this tax issue, which I
think is going to be one of the signifi-
cant issues in Congress this year, we
ought to be pretty hardheaded on two
fronts: One, how do we do this in a way
that helps this economy because this
economy is in tougher shape than some
know; and No. 2, how do we provide a
tax cut that reflects the understanding
we now have a surplus and ought to
give some of it back in a way that also
saves some for debt reduction, but in a
way when we give it back it is fair to
all the families in this country, it is
fair to everybody.

There is an old song by Ray Charles
that has a lyric:

Them that gets is them that’s got, and I
ain’t got nothing lately.

That is an apt discussion, it seems to
me, of the way some people look at tax
cuts. When they are proposed, they say:
Gee, let’s take a look at the top; they
pay a lot of income tax. We will give
them a large tax cut and the rest we
will try to figure out. But we will
trickle down, and somehow if we give
enough at the top, it will trickle down
and everybody will be better off.

It seems to me when we talk about
taxes, we need to talk about the total
tax burden people face, which is in-
come taxes and payroll taxes, and give
a tax cut that reflects the burden for
working families. That is not the case
in the proposal that has come from the
President.

I think it is very unwise not to be
somewhat conservative, and I am,
frankly, surprised that those who call
themselves the most conservative
Members of Congress are often saying:
Look, we are not conservative on this;
what we want to do is provide a very
large tax cut, and we are going to do
that on surpluses that do not yet exist,
but surpluses we expect we will have in
6 years, 7 years, 8 years, 9 years, 10
years.

That is not very prudent, in my judg-
ment. It was an awful struggle to get
rid of these Federal budget deficits, but
they are gone. The last thing we want
to do is get put right back into the def-
icit ditch.

We have a lot of interests and a lot of
opinions about all of these things. I
come from a farm State, and the Pre-
siding Officer is from a farm State. I
mentioned other things we want to do:
provide a tax cut, pay down the debt,
and reach other priorities that are nec-
essary, such as improving our schools.
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I did not mention one that is most im-
portant to me, and that is doing what
is necessary to preserve a network of
family farmers in this country.

Again, there is a difference of opinion
about that. Some say if farmers are
worth saving, let the market system
save them. If the market system does
not provide a price that saves family
farmers, tough luck. So what, America
will get its food. Food comes from a
shelf, and it comes from inside a pack-
age. Farmers are like the little old
diner: They are kind of a nostalgic
thing, like the little old diner left be-
hind when the interstate came
through. It is fun to look back and see
that vacant diner and think of what
was, but we have an interstate now, we
don’t need to stop there.

That is how some feel. It is total non-
sense. Farmers produce more than
grain. They produce a community,
they produce a culture, they produce
something so valuable for this country,
and yet we are losing on this score.

We have a farm program that does
not work. We have family farmers
struggling to hang on by their finger-
tips because commodity prices have
collapsed. Our farmers put a couple
hundred bushels of grain in the truck
and drive to the elevator and the eleva-
tor operator says: This grain you pro-
duced doesn’t have much value. Almost
half the world is hungry, and probably
a quarter of the world is on a diet. We
have instability in places of hunger,
and our farmers are told: Your food
does not have value.

What a strange set of priorities. If
there is any one thing this country can
do to promote a better world and pro-
mote more stability in the world it is
take that which we produce in such
abundance—food—and move it to parts
of the world where it is needed for sur-
vival. What a wonderful thing for us to
do and do it in a way that gives those
who produce it a decent return.

We are able to do that with arms. It
is interesting, we are the largest arms
merchant in the world. The United
States is the largest arms merchant in
the world. We sell more weapons of war
than any other country. If we can do
that with armaments, we ought to be
able to do that with food.

Most of us in this Chamber have been
to refugee camps and places in the
world where people are dying. I held a
young girl who reached out of her bed.
I was the only one she had. I was only
going to be there a minute or two. She
was dying of hunger, malnutrition. I
can go anywhere in the world and see
this. It is happening every day.

My late friend Harry Chapin, who
was killed in 1981, used to say the rea-
son people dying from hunger is not a
front-page story is because the winds of
hunger blow every minute, every hour,
every day; 45,000 people; 45,000 people a
day, most of them children. It is not a
headline because it happens all the
time, and we produce food in such won-
derful quantity and are told it has no
value. We can do a lot better than that.

I did not mean to speak at length—I
will do so later—about agricultural
policy, but in terms of our priorities as
a country, as we think through all of
these issues—taxes, trade, reducing the
debt, and other priorities—and talk
about prescription drugs and Medicare,
about improving our schools and a
farm policy that works for family
farmers—all of these things represent
values. It is about values: Who are we,
what are we doing here, and what kind
of future do we want?

In conclusion, when I talk about the
economy, some say the economy is
what it is and what it will be; the mar-
ket system establishes the economy.
The market system is a wonderful allo-
cator of goods and services, but it is
not perfect. In some cases it is per-
verted. It needs a referee, a certain
structure. It needs rules and guide-
lines.

My thoughts are, our economy is
what we decide we want to make it. If
we want to make an economy in which
family farmers can make a decent liv-
ing, then that is the economy we can
have. Europe has it. Good for them. I
am not criticizing them. Good for
them. This economy is what we make
it. The tax policy is what we make it.

We need to think our way through
this. I do not intend to be partisan. We
have a new President. I like him. I
want to work with him, but I say to
him: You have given us a plan—that is
good—but it is not the only plan. It is
not the only idea. What we ought to do
is get the best of what everyone has to
offer. When people write to me and say
support the President, I say this is not
about the President, it is not about me;
it is about this country’s future: What
are the best ideas to ensure this coun-
try’s economic future? What are the
best ideas we can get from Republicans
and Democrats to ensure economic
growth and opportunity for all Ameri-
cans?

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, let
me first thank the clerks who have
been kind enough to notify me I might
come over at this time. I am most ap-
preciative of that courtesy. I will try
to keep my remarks short. I recognize
it is Friday afternoon and Members are
anxious to be on their way.

f

THE ENERGY BILL

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The purpose of ad-
dressing my colleagues today is to talk
a little bit about the energy bill. As
most Members know, a bipartisan bill
was introduced by Senator BREAUX and
myself some time ago. It was a very

comprehensive energy bill. It covered
all aspects of renewables, alternatives,
conservation, and also went into what
we think is very important, and that is
the issue of supply because what we
have in this country—and it is cer-
tainly evident in California and mov-
ing out to New York and other areas—
is we have increased consumption. In
other words, we increased demand but
we have not increased the supply.

This particular bill attempts to not
only, in the sense of renewables, en-
courage alternatives and conservation,
but it addresses how we can go back to
our conventional sources of energy and
try to do a more efficient job of ensur-
ing that they, too, continue to con-
tribute to our needs.

That sounds simplistic in one sense,
but in another it should be recognized
we have not been able to build a new
coal-fired plant in the United States
since the mid-1990s. It is not that we do
not have the coal or the method of
transporting the coal; it is simply a
matter of permitting and the difficul-
ties associated with meeting air qual-
ity and the costs associated with the
particular type of construction re-
quired to meet the new emission stand-
ards.

We have not built a new nuclear
plant in this country in over 25 years.
Nobody in their right mind would even
approach the subject because of, first,
permitting, but probably even more
pertinent is the difficulty of what we
do with the high level radioactive
wastes. We have been working out in
Nevada for the last decade building a
repository that is still 6 to 8 years
away, even though it is basically com-
plete today. The permitting is taking
that long. It is at Yucca Mountain. We
have expended over $7 billion.

My point is simple. As we address our
conventional sources, we find we have
eliminated them for one reason or an-
other simply because we have not had
the conviction to overcome the objec-
tions by some groups that do not want
to see nuclear and they do not want to
see coal. It is pretty hard to identify
what their contribution is to the rec-
ognition that we are short of supply.

You can go on into hydro, which is
renewable, but nevertheless there are
those who propose to take down hydro
dams in our rivers. Out west, if you
take down the dams, you close the riv-
ers to navigation. Then where do you
put the tonnage that goes on the riv-
ers? You put it on the highways.

We have also seen a tremendous in-
crease in natural gas consumption be-
cause that is the one area that our
electric producing entities can permit.
Nevertheless, we have seen gas prices
go from $2.16 per thousand cubic feet
last year to somewhere in the area of
$5.40 or $8.40 or whatever—it has dou-
bled; it has tripled. The realization now
is we are pulling down our recoverable
gas reserves faster than we are finding
new ones.

I am not suggesting we don’t have
more gas in this country, but we have
pretty much identified natural gas
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